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ally management solved the problem by
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enty-twenty hindsight would also have

n\\ Ocean Systems Center get off the mark

Unlike China Lake, which involved senior

-line supervisors, and employees in selling

procedures and precise implementation cle-

ietl to work out such specifics primarily at

-head level. According to NOSC's civilian

rer. Randy Riley, "There's a necessary bal-

getting the people enlisted and getting it

dmiiiistrators everywhere face that problem:

I consult before 1 finally make a decision?"

it to do over again? "In many respects, 1

ked to have had a little more consultation

2inployees felt they had more of a personal

of ownership."

r hand, many lessons learned during the ex-
;ss the result of mistakes and more the result
indable inability to foresee that changes to

agement Journal

one element of the personnel management system affect
other elements as well. Consider the changes to reduction-
in-force procedures. Whal sounded like a fair and effective
system, one which retains people primarily on (lie basis of
high performance, appears to be far less than perfect.
Partly to preclude gaming, demo managers are considering
an alternative that bases RIFs not on the employee's cur-
rent performance rating alone, but rather on some average
that encompasses several years of ratings.

But what about other factors that can influence one's
rating? A low-visibility job? The fact that the bonus sys-
tem predicated a leap in the number of outstanding and su-
perior ratings, and that the jump will probably have to be
offset by some sort of numerical guideline on performance
awards? Add in the factor that an employee's pay level
will directly influence his or her rating and one has a pre-
scription for a RIF process more muddled and potentially
more political than its predecessor.

Further minimizing the theoretical advantages of this
new system is the latest revision, under which all employ-
ees rated satisfactory or above are in one retention group

39ad bachelors; the
